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Attachment 4
Caltrans Environmental Document Quality Improvement Team

 Stakeholder Survey

This survey is intended to identify factors which may or may not influence the    quality    of technical reports (such as Section 4(f) Evaluations, Section
106 Cultural Resource Reports, Section 7 Biological Assessments, E.O. 11990 Wetland Reports, and E.O. 11988 Floodplain Reports) prepared by
local agencies and/or their consultants, in support of federal-aid projects    off    the State highway system.

Note:  Processing by Caltrans of the preliminary environmental studies (PES) necessary to determine the need for these technical reports was changed
significantly with the reengineering of local assistance procedures in July 1995.  As described in Attachment 2 of Local Program Procedures (LPP) 95-
07, issued at that time, Field Reviews to review the PES were no longer required and assistance from Caltrans environmental specialists was virtually
eliminated from this phase of the environmental process.

LPP 96-04 (and Chapter 6 of the new Local Assistance Procedures Manual) have provided better clarification of the PES procedures including
instruction for preparing and processing other federal environmentally related process necessary to obtain Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
approval.  However, detailed instructions for preparing and processing the various technical reports are contained in Local Programs Manual Volume
III, and have not been changed.  It is anticipated that the responses received from this survey will provide valuable information toward revising the Local
Programs Manual Volume III and providing local agencies the tools they need to develop a “quality” environmental report that can be quickly
processed and approved.

When completing the survey, please:

* Consider only those projects that were undertaken within the last three years (or since July 1995).
* Select a project that has given you the biggest problem.
* Focus on the problem areas.
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Caltrans Environmental Document Quality Improvement Team
 Stakeholder Survey

1.  Local Agency Name   : ________________________
2.  Caltrans District   :____________________________
3.  Name, Title, and Telephone Number of Person Completing Survey ______________/___________________/_________________

Agency Population: o  < 50,000 o  50,000 – 200,000 o  > 200,000 o  NA
4.  Specifically relating to projects processed under Categorical Exclusion, how many projects have you completed in the last three (3) years (or since
June 1995), and how long has it taken from the identification of the Categorical Exclusion to approval?

      # of Categorical Exclusions, with
      Technical Studies, Processed in
                      Last 3 Years               Months to Complete

o  0 o < 3
o  1 o 3 - 6
o  2 - 3 o 7 - 12
o  4 - 10 o 13 - 24

 o  10+ o  > 24

5.  How many technical reports have you completed in the last three (3) years (or since June 1995)?

    # Completed          Section 4(f   )          Cultural Resources            Wetlands            Biological            Floodplain    
       0        o o    o o         o
      1     o o    o o         o
        2 - 3     o o    o o         o
       4 - 10     o o    o o         o
         10+         o o    o o         o

    Yes        No    
6.  Do you prepare technical reports in-house? ___ ___
7.  Do you use an on-call consultant? ___ ___
8.  Do you have a copy of LPP 95-07, Attachment 2;
           Environmental Procedures, June 20, 1995? ___ ___
9.  Do you have a copy of LPP 96-04, Chapter 6,
           Preliminary Environmental Studies/Programmatic
          Categorical Exclusion, August 15, 1996? ___ ___
10.  Do you provide your consultant with a copy of LPP 96-04
          and the Local Programs Manual, Volume III? ___ ___
11.  Do you follow LPP 96-04 when preparing and processing
          Categorical Exclusions ? ___ ___
12.  Do you follow LPM Volume III, when considering the
      format and content of required technical reports? ___ ___
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13.  If not, what guidance do you follow?
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook
o Guidance for Consultants, Procedures for Completing the Natural Environmental Study and Related Biological Reports, April 1990
o Guidance for Consultants, Procedures for the Protection of Historic Properties Section 106 Process, August 1988
o Other

    Yes        No    

14.  Do you obtain signatures on the PES form before commencing
         with technical studies? ___ ___
15.  Do you attend a study scoping meeting (in accordance
         with LPP 95-07, June 20, 1995, p. 7) or an early
         coordination meeting (in accordance with LPP 96-04,
         July 1996, Step 10, p. 6-22)? ___ ___
16.  Do you have a copy of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual
          dated February 1, 1998? ___ ___
17.  Have you had an opportunity to follow the procedures set forth in Chapter 6? ___ ___
18.  If yes, do you feel that these procedures contribute to the preparation of
          a quality document? ___ ___
19.  Have you attended the Institute of Transportation Studies (ITS)
          Environmental Analysis for Local Agency Transportation
          Projects training course? ___ ___
20.  If yes, did you feel that this training contributed to your
          preparation of a quality document? ___ ___
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21.  In order to develop guidelines to assist in the development of a “quality” technical report, we need to know precisely where the biggest problems are
occurring.  Considering    one    project that has experienced significant delays and/or problems, answer the following questions:

Identify the Federal-aid Project #:  ____________.

Then select from the following technical reports,  prepared in support of the project, and indicate specific problem areas and/or suggestions for
improving the process under each specific document.

o     Preliminary Environmental Study (PES) Form

Total time to Complete DLAE*
PES form and obtain  Time to Causes for Further Reasons Suggestions to
    Caltrans concurrence           Review          Revision          For Delays       Improve Quality    

o  1 week o  1 week o Incomplete o Obsolete PES form o  More detailed instructions
o  2 weeks o  2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
o  3 weeks o  3 weeks      supporting        on the part of o  Training for:
o  1 month o  1 month      information o  Caltrans     o Consultants
o  > 1 month o  > 1 month o DLAE did o  FHWA    o Local agency

     not concur o  Resource Agency o Public Works Directors
o Lengthy review o Planning staff
      time on the part of o Environmental staff

o Caltrans o Project Managers
o FHWA

Number of times PES was re-submitted to Caltrans:  
o 1 o 2 o 3+

* DLAE - District Local Assistance Engineer 
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o     Section 4(f) - Publicly Owned, Public Park Lands, Wildlife Refuges, and Historic Sites      

Number of Section 4(f) documents prepared and processed in last 3 years::  o 1 o 2 o 3+

Are you familiar with the following Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluations?

Yes No # Processed in Last 3 Years
Bikeways and Walkways ___ ___ o 1 o 2 o 3+
Historic Bridge ___ ___ o 1 o 2 o 3+
Minor Use of Parklands ___ ___ o 1 o 2 o 3+
Minor Involvement with Historic Sites ___ ___ o 1 o 2 o 3+

What guidance do you follow when preparing a Section 4(f) Evaluation of local agency federal aid street and road projects off the State highway system?
o Local Programs Manual, Volume III, Appendix D, Section 4(f) Evaluations
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook

DLAE
 Time to Causes for Other Suggestions to
     Review           Revision          Problems       Improve Quality    

 o Section 4(f) Draft o  1 week o Determined o Insufficient # of copies o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
                  o  2 weeks     incomplete in: o Non-responsiveness o  Training for preparer

o  3 weeks o Project/Action      on the part of o  Training for reviewers
o  1 month o Sec 4(f) property o Caltrans o  Sample consultant contract
o 2-6 monthso Impacts o FHWA    o  Sample draft 4(f) document
o > 6 monthso  Avoidance o Jurisdictional agency o  Complete and sufficient review

             alternatives o Lengthy review of       checklists
o  Evidence of  draft on the part of o  Specific content requirements
      coordination o Caltrans      set forth by
      with jurisdictional o FHWA o FHWA

Total time to prepare Section 4(f)       agency o Jurisdictional agency o Caltrans
Evaluation and obtain FHWA approval   o Over looked Sec. 4(f) o  Standardized document

o  1 month       during PES        content checklist
o  2-3 months o  Discovered Sec. 4(f)
o  4-6 months involvement after
o  7-12 months HPSR/Determination
o  > 1 year of Eligibility/Determination
o  > 2 years  of Effect

Number of times technical report was re-submitted to Caltrans:  o 1 o 2 o 3+
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o     Section 106 - Cultural Resources

Type and number of Section 106 documents prepared and processed in last 3 years: o 1 o 2 o 3+

What guidance do you follow when preparing a Section 106 document (Historic Property Survey Report/Determination of Eligibility/Determination of
Effect) for federal-aid projects off  the State highway system?

o Local Programs Manual, Volume III, Appendix F, Cultural Resources
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook
o Guidance for Consultants, Procedures for the Protection of Historic Properties Section 106 Process
o Other.  Please specify _____________________.

o     Section 106 - Establishing the Area of Potential Effects (APE) Map

Total time to develop APE map DLAE Time Causes for Other Suggestions to
and obtain FHWA approval             to Review          Revision          Problems       Improve Quality    

o  1 week o Incomplete o FHWA disagrees with o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
o  1 week o  2 weeks o Insufficient   Area of Potential Effect o  Training for preparer
o  2 week o  3 weeks o Unacceptable   (APE) Map o  Training for reviewers
o  3 week o  1 month   to CT o  Caltrans disagrees with o  More authority to work with
o  1 month o 2-6 monthso Unacceptable   Area of Potential Effect        the SHPO
o  > 1 months o > 6 months   to FHWA   (APE) Map o  Sample consultant contracts

o Biased o FHWA Agrees/     o  Consultant qualifications
  Caltrans Disagrees o  Standardized document
  with APE Map         content checklists
o FHWA Agrees/ o  Sample technical reports
  SHPO Disagrees o  Specific content requirements
o  Overlooked Sec. 106         set forth by o FHWA or o SHPO
  during Preliminary 
  Environmental Studies
o  Caltrans Disagrees with Minimal APE
o  Non-responsiveness on the part of

o Caltrans o SHPO
o FHWA o ACHP

o Lengthy review time on the part of
o Caltrans o SHPO
o FHWA o ACHP

Number of times APE was re-submitted to Caltrans:
o 1 o 2 o 3+
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o     Section 106 - Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) and Determination of Eligibility   

Select one: Time to Causes for Other Suggestions to
     Review          Revision          Problems       Improve Quality    

o Archeological Site o 1 week o Incomplete o Insufficient # of copies o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
o Architectural o 2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o  Training for preparers
o Historic Resource o 3 weeks o Caltrans does       on the part of o  Training for reviewers
o Historic Bridge o 1 month       not concur with o  Caltrans     o   More authority to work

o 2-6 months      findings      o  FHWA       directly with the SHPO
o > 6 monthso  FHWA does  o  Resource Agency o  Sample consultant contracts

Total time to prepare HPSR/Determination      not concur o Lengthy review time o  Consultant qualifications
of Eligibility and obtain SHPO/ACHP concurrence        with findings       on the part of o  Sample HPSR

o Caltrans o  Specific content requirements
o < 3 months o  3-6 months o FHWA        set forth by
o  7-12 months o  > 1 year o  > 2 years o SHPO o SHPO o FHWA

o ACHP o  Standardized document content checklist
If your       Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)/Determination of Eligibility         was prepared for a       Historic Architectural or Historic
Resource (such as a road, canal, trail, etc.),       and determined to be incomplete by Caltrans, FHWA, SHPO or the ACHP please indicate which
required component was missing       :

o  APE
o  Review of existing information on historic properties potentially affected
o  Views of the SHPO on the identification of historic properties
o  Efforts to identify to historic properties
o  Evaluate the historic significance using the National Register criteria
o  Description of the resource
o  Statement of significance
o  Photographs
o  Map
o  Classification of the resource (site building, object structure, district, etc.)
o  Establish boundaries
o  Level of significance (Local, State or National)
o  Time period of significance
o  Which National Register criteria the property was found to be eligible under
o  Physical description of the property (name, location, ownership, etc.)

If your        Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)/Determination of Eligibility       was prepared for an        Archaeological Site,       and
determined to be incomplete by Caltrans, FHWA, SHPO or the ACHP please indicate which required component was missing:

o  Site boundaries o  Description of the project o  Survey methodology
o  Site trinomials (given by info center o  APE o  Description of the site and reasons why it is significant

Number of times technical report was re-submitted to Caltrans:  o 1 o 2 o 3+
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o     Section 106 - Determination of Effect   

Select one: Time to Causes for Other Suggestions to
o Prehistoric Archaeological      Review         Revision         Problems       Improve Quality    

Site
o Historic Archaeological o  1 week o Incomplete o Insufficient # of copies o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies

Site o  2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o  Training for preparers
o Historic Architectural o  3 weeks o Caltrans disagrees       on the part of o  Training for reviewers

Property o  1 month     with conclusions o  Caltrans     o  More authority to work directly
o Historic Bridge o 2-6 monthso FHWA disagrees o  FHWA         with the SHPO
o Historic Resource (roads, o > 6 months       with conclusions o  SHPO o  Sample consultant contracts

canals, linear features) o SHPO o Lengthy review time o  Consultant qualifications
     disagrees with         on the part of o  Sample request for
     conclusions o Caltrans        determination of effect

Total time to complete the Determination o ACHP disagrees o FHWA o  Specific content requirements set forth by
of Effect and obtain SHPO/ACHP concurrence        with conclusions o SHPO o CT

o  < 3 months o Caltrans disagrees o ACHP o FHWA
o  3-6 months     with Memorandum o SHPO
o  7-12 months     of Agreement          o ACHP
o  > 1 year o  Standardized document
o  > 2 year       content checklists

If your       Determination of Effect        document was determined to be       incomplete or insufficient       by Caltrans, FHWA, SHPO or the ACHP please
indicate which required component was missing:   

o  Description of the undertaking
o  Description  of the historic property that might be affected
o  Description of the efforts used to identify the historic property
o  Application of criteria of effect (So if no adverse effect, explain why)
o  View of the SHPO on the effect determination as well as local governments, Indian tribes, federal agencies and the public
o  If effect, description of the undertakings effect on the historic property

Please indicate which agency determined the documentation to be       incomplete or insufficient   
o  Caltrans District
o  Caltrans Headquarters
o  FHWA
o  SHPO
o  ACHP

Number of times technical report was re-submitted to Caltrans:  o 1 o 2 o 3+
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o      E.O. 11990 - Wetlands

Type and number of Wetland Evaluations prepared:
# Processed in Last 3 Years

o Categorical Exclusion with Protection of Wetlands Statement o 1 o 2 o 3+
o Wetlands Only Practicable Alternatives Finding    o 1 o 2 o 3+

What guidance do you follow when preparing a Wetland Evaluation for federal-aid projects off  the State highway system?
o Local Programs Manual, Volume III, Appendix H, Wetlands
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook
o Consultants Guidance for Natural Environment Studies (NES)
o Other.  Please specify _____________________.

Total time to complete the wetland Time to Causes for Other Suggestions
evaluation and obtain FHWA finding         Review          Revision         Problems       Improve Quality    

o  < 3 months o  1 week o Incomplete o Insufficient # of copies o  Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
o  3-6 months o  2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o  Training for preparers
o  7-12 months o  3 weeks o Caltrans       on the part of o  Training for reviewers
o  > 1 year o  1 month       disagrees with o  Caltrans o  Sample consultant contracts
o  > 2 years o 2-6 months      wetland boundary o  FHWA o  Consultant qualifications

o > 6 monthso FHWA disagrees o  Resource agency o  More authority to work with
    with wetland o Lengthy review time       ACOE and FWS
      boundary       on the part of o  Sample wetland evaluation
o Army Corps of o Caltrans o Specific content requirements
     Engineers o FHWA       set forth by
     disagrees with o Resource agency o  ACOE

                 wetland o Other.  Specify ________ o  FWS
    boundary o  FHWA
o Disagrees with determination of o  Standardized document
      minimal effect         content checklists

o Caltrans o FHWA
o U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
o Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)

o Evaluation did not:
o Identify wetland boundaries o Assess wetland values and significance
o Evaluate project impacts o Contain alternatives to avoid

Number of times technical report was o Contain measures to o Report prepared by biologist without
re-submitted to Caltrans:       minimize harm       wetland evaluation experience
o 1 o 2 o 3+ o Evaluation undertaken outside growing season
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o     Section 7 - Biological Assessments

Type and number of Biological Reports prepared:
# Processed in Last 3 Years

o Biological Survey o 1 o 2 o 3+
o Biological Assessment     o 1 o 2 o 3+

What guidance do you follow when preparing a Biological Report for federal-aid projects off  the State highway system?
o Local Programs Manual, Volume III, Appendix I, Guidelines for Compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook
o Consultants Guidance for Natural Environment Studies (NES)
o Other.  Please specify _____________________.

Total time to complete the
Biological Assessment and Time to Causes for Other Suggestions to
Obtain opinion from FWS         Review          Revision          Problems       Improve Quality    

o  < 3 months o  1 week o Incomplete o Insufficient # of copies o Attend Early Coord Mtg prior to studies
o  3-6 months o  2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o  Training for preparers
o  7-12 months o  3 weeks o Local agency on the part of o  Training for reviewers
o  >1 year o  1 month     delayed initiating o  Caltrans     o  Sample consultant contract
o  > 2 years o 2-6 months       Biological   o  FHWA    o  Consultant qualifications

o > 6 months       Assessment    o  FWS/NMFS* o  More authority to work with
o Report conclusions o Lengthy review time      Fish and Wildlife Service and

o  Inaccurate or       on the part of        National Marine Fisheries Service
o Biased o CT o Specific content requirements

o Reviewers o FHWA       of the Biological Assessment
      determined BA o USFWS       set forth by
      did not contain: o NMFS o  FWS
o Project description o Caltrans not certain as to o  NMFS
o Summary of findings       when to request o  FHWA
     and recommendations       technical o  Standardized document
o Survey results       assistance         content checklists

Number of times technical report o Background information o Missed survey
was re-submitted to Caltrans: o Certification by Biologist       window
o 1 o 2 o 3+ o Appropriate maps

* FWS - Fish and Wildlife Service/ NMFS - National Marine Fisheries Service
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o      E.O. 11988 - Floodplains

Type and Number of Floodplain Evaluations prepared:
# Processed in Last 3 Years

o Categorical Exclusion with Summary of Floodplain o 1 o 2 o 3+
     Encroachment Form
o Floodplain Evaluation     o 1 o 2 o 3+

What guidance do you follow when preparing a Floodplain Evaluation for local agency federal-aid street and road projects off the State highway system?
o Local Programs Manual, Volume III, Appendix J,  Floodplain
o Caltrans Environmental Handbook
o Other.  Please specify _____________________.

Total time to complete
Floodplain Evaluation and Time to Causes for Other Suggestions
obtain FHWA Finding           Review         Revision          Problems       Improve Quality    

o  < 3 months o  1 week o Incomplete o Insufficient # of copies o Attend Early Coord. Mtg prior to study
o  3-6 months o  2 weeks o Insufficient o Non-responsiveness o Training for preparers
o  7-12 months o  3 weeks o Did not check       on the part of o Training for reviewers
o  > 1 year o  1 month     NFIP maps o  Caltrans o Sample consultant contracts
o  > 2 years o 2-6 monthso Technically o  FHWA o Consultant qualifications

o > 6 months       inaccurate o Lengthy review time o Sample technical reports
o Biased      on the part of o Specific content requirements
o Conclusion o Caltrans       set forth by FHWA
      inaccurate o FHWA o Standardized document
o Other       content checklists
o Reviewer
    commented that
    evaluation did not:

o Determine encroachment
o Evaluate impacts

Number of times technical report was re-submitted to Caltrans:

o 1 o 2 o 3+
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o      Comments

Identify any other specific problems you encountered in the development and processing of technical reports for this federal-aid project that are not
covered by questions of this survey.


